We thank Todd (2015) for highlighting the possibility that a late Carboniferous Variscan overprint was responsible for the development of the pervasive fabric seen in the Glashabeg Formation at Wine Strand, southwest Ireland and not the mid-Devonian Acadian event as postulated by Meere and Mulchrone (2006) and Meere et al. (2016) . We will address each of Todd's comments in turn.
(1) The entire Palaeozoic sequence on the Dingle Peninsula was affected by end-Carboniferous Variscan orogenic shortening. The cleavage seen above the Acadian unconformity is a weak (lithon spacing >10 cm) disjunctive fabric that could not have achieved the shortening required for compatibility with the strain exhibited below the unconformity where R xz values are typically >3. Todd (2016) indicates an R yz strain of 2.5 above the unconformity, a value based on two reduction spots in the Bull's Head Formation immediately adjacent to the Minard Head Fault, where bedding is steeply dipping (Todd, 2015, his figures 4 and 12) . Strain data ought to be carefully interpreted in light of Todd's caution regarding the effect of bedding orientation and lithology (see Points 2 & 3, below).
(2) Dingle Group folding is Acadian in age but the single tectonic fabric is a younger overprint. To compare cleavage related crustal shortening below and above the Acadian unconformity strain analysis needs to be carried out on similar lithologies in similar structural positions. Strain in a steeply dipping mudstone adjacent to a fault cannot be compared to the strain Meere et al. (2016) report in a sub-horizontal mudstone. Horizontal layers normal to the direction of maximum compression take up the same strain whereas in dipping layers oblique to compression are subject to strain refraction with weak mudstones exhibiting anomalously high strains (Mulchrone and Meere, 2007) .
(3) Strain patterns are highly dependent on bedding orientation and lithology and fabric of the sediments. We agree with Todd (2016) that strain patterns are dependent on bedding orientation which is why we selected for our study an area showing maximum discordance between the bedding and cleavage fabrics. Conglomerates above the unconformity exhibit no clast alignment parallel to cleavage but do, in places, show an alignment parallel to bedding (Fig. 1A) . Those below the unconformity typically exhibit a strong alignment parallel to cleavage (Fig. 1B) . This conglomerate clast alignment below the unconformity is also mirrored in the microstructure of adjacent sandstones and siltstones which, in turn, is further defined by a shape fabric in the clay rich matrix of these finergrained lithologies. Todd (2016, his figure 1B ) mistakenly describes these as pressure solution folia. Microprobe element mapping has demonstrated that there is generally a marked absence of pressure solution features in these lithologies. Additionally, the indented clast boundaries described by Todd (2016, his figure 1D ) are a product of the more competent extra-formational quartz clasts impacting rheologically weak intra-formational 'rip up' clasts. We view this as important evidence for the poorly lithified state of the lithology during deformation. Parker et al. (2009) have demonstrated that anisotropy of magnetic susceptibility ellipsoids from sandstones above the Acadian unconformity are all oblate with the K max /K int principle plane parallel to bedding. These ellipsoids represent preserved primary sedimentary fabrics with no evidence of a significant tectonic overprint. Finally, we question the assumption of Todd (2016) that quartz 'ladder vein' development in steeply dipping sandstones are direct evidence of post-lithification strain. Meere and Mulchrone (2006) demonstrated that these features are related to late stage 'lock up' and boudinage development on fold limbs. It is reasonable to suggest that at this late stage in the Acadian deformation history these lithologies may well have developed sufficient competency to deform in a brittle fashion. 
